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The undeniable utility of helicopters also should be put in perspective. The ability
to move combat units from place to place is not a substitute for a continuous military
presence to establish working relationships with the local population and govern-
ment agencies. Much of the perceived requirement for air mobility of ground troops
stems from a shortage of infantry. The solution is to create more infantry by restruc-
turing the all-purpose conventional forces into more specialized counterinsurgency
forces, and into special blocking forces to hedge against the possibility of an invasion.
Air mobility would then be needed only for rapid reinforcement, emergency resup-
ply, and counterthrusts by reserves.

SUMMARY OF RECOMMENDED DEFENSE POSTURES

The United States has designed a general-purpose force to meet a wide variety
of contingencies. Whatever its validity for U.S. needs, this design is overly expensive
and generally inappropriate for local Third World forces. They do not need and
cannot afford all-purpose, multiple capabilities; instead, they should be tailored to
the specific threats faced by the country concerned. That may complicate U.S.
planning and dispel the illusion of a worldwide allied order of battle, but it is a
reasonable price to pay for a considerable increase in military efficacy.

For financial as well as strategic reasons, the United States must encourage
appropriate and cheaper military postures for its MAP recipients. The domestic U.S.
political pressures for reduced military and security-assistance expenditures are
well known. Less recognized is the influence of secular trends—the greatly reduced
availability of surplus weaponry, which sustained the post-World War II and post-
Korea MAP programs and even Vietnamization; the escalating cost of weaponry,
which both reduces the current U.S. inventory base and raises the cost of “moderni-
zation” (as currently interpreted) in the future; and finally, the growing divergence
between U.S. equipment needs against sophisticated opponents in Europe and Third
World needs for different types of defenses.

While U.S. contingency planning for the deployment of U.S. forces in the Third
World may become increasingly oriented to air and sea power, Third World coun-
tries’ own military strategies should center on their ground forces. Apart from
suggesting a useful division of military labor, that focus involves more fundamental
considerations. First, the United States can rapidly furnish reinforcements of air
and sea power, but not always of ground forces, even if they exist in the active U.S.
inventory. Second, the airpower of small nations will not be viable anyway against
the Soviets and is only conditionally viable against the Chinese. Third and most
important, the resource endowments of these countries dictate labor-intensive
ground forces, and land warfare is the dominant element in their defense plans.
They need not project themselves beyond their borders and across the seas. Their
sole concern is self-defense against threats ranging from direct invasion to internal
subversion. They cannot cope with major-power threats by fighting with conven-
tional means; nor can they perform well against internal subversion by means of
conventional tactics. Unique solutions must be sought that take advantage of local
conditions. Armies are less constrained by their equipment than are air and naval
forces. Even American army equipment is not inappropriate so much because of its
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complexity, as is often asserted, but because of the way it is used, i.e., the organiza-
tional and tactical system in which it is embedded.

The military establishments of Third World countries should be designed fore-
most to strengthen their independence and viability as nation-states. Regionalism
and multilateral security arrangements, which the United States has pursued with
such great effort, cannot play a major role in the defense of Third World countries.
When a small nation is attacked, it must basically depend on its own resources and
organizational skills, even if it does receive some external military and political
support. Against a Soviet attack, regional assistance from neighbors would not
likely be very useful, because of the blitzkrieg pace of Soviet operations. Against
attacks by the Chinese or by a minor power, and against insurgency, regional
assistance can be useful only if regional forces are airlifted or sealifted to the
threatened nation. However, at present, the countries that could help each other are
widely separated, and it would be difficult to move their forces as currently confi-
gured. Those forces have a low ratio of combat to support units, long logistical tails,
and require excessive amounts of fuel and artillery ammunition. Lighter forces
would simplify those problems.

In conclusion, it appears that the United States is still guided in its MAP
decisions by strategic concepts that do not deal with reality. We still encourage our
allies to adopt high-cost army and air force postures mostly based on U.S. models,
whereas what they need are forces designed more for their own special environ-
ments. Though some heavy forces, particularly armored and antitank are still neces-
sary, recipient countries primarily require light infantry adapted to their specific
situations.

Defense postures recommended for the Third World countries examined in this
section can be summarized as follows:

1. Greece and Turkey need -barrier systems, territorial defense (unconven-
tional warfare), and national redoubts to counter the Warsaw Pact threat.

2. South Korea needs barrier systems to counter the North Korean and Chi-
nese threat.

3. Most countries of South and Southeast Asia and the rest of the Third
World need constabulary forces and maneuverable light infantry.



IV. TOWARD A NEW OPERATIONAL APPROACH
TO MILITARY ASSISTANCE

U.S. military assistance and arms sales are subject to considerations other than
the goal of creating self-reliant defense establishments abroad. Some of those consid-
erations are political—the desire to help a friendly regime, to reward good behavior,
to lend prestige to allies, to provide tangible proof of a U.S. commitment, or to pay
rent for bases and other facilities. Insofar as arms transfers reflect those concerns,
the Nixon Doctrine is likely to have little impact on security-assistance policies. But
the part of military assistance (grants, credits, excess equipment, supporting assist-
ance) and sale of arms that is designed to provide defense potential against realistic
threats can be tailored to concepts of self-reliance.

To implement the Nixon Doctrine, increasingly efficient controls and careful
planning are needed in the administration of grants through the Military Assistance
Program and through concessionary credit sales. With respect to normal credits and
the cash sale of arms, some analysts contend that controls and guidelines are of less
importance. They argue that if a country can pay for arms, let it buy what it wants.
This commercial approach is, in fact, quite common among some European arms-
supplying countries.

For the United States, however, the possible consequences of unrestricted sales
suggest that for sophisticated weapons, guidelines similar to those applying to
grants and credits should generally govern cash sales as well. The major reason for
such caution is that if countries purchase equipment that is inappropriate to their
defense needs, they are probably either acquiring an offensive capability, which may
be used against neighboring countries, or are diverting resources away from other
investments that might enhance security through economic development, and thus
enhance international stability through nonmilitary means.

Given current U.S. arms transfer practices, it is extremely difficult to determine
the dollar value of arms going to Third World countries, under a variety of programs
and accounting procedures. In its September 19, 1972, report on the Foreign Assist-
ance Act of 1972, the Committee on Foreign Relations of the U.S. Senate states that
it “has for some years been concerned over the failure of the Executive Branch to
bring together into one coherent picture all of the bits and pieces in the total
program of United States assistance to foreign countries.” It is a safe assumption
that in the 93rd Congress there will be increased pressure on the Executive Branch
to present and justify in detail the total flow of American military equipment
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overseas. Such a requirement will be facilitated by clearer conceptual understand-
ing of the purpose to be served by transfers of materiel. If the implementation of the
Nixon Doctrine requires greater attention on the types and quantities of arms that
are sent abroad, the number of separate programs will have to be reduced, and
accounting practices will have to show both dollar costs and program objectives
more clearly than they do now.

In addition to streamlining the administration of arms transfers, implementa-
tion of the Nixon Doctrine will require new concepts of military planning. Currently,
force modernization is viewed as a desirable goal; excess and obsolete equipment is
considered virtually useless. Those views reflect the feeling that Third World mili-
tary establishments should resemble U.S. forces as much as possible.

As has been pointed out above, modernization along U.S. lines is expensive
(witness the over $2 billion price tag for the five-year Korean force modernization
program), especially in overhead, maintenance, and logistics costs. A shift to lower-
cost programs in line with the concept of self-reliance developed in this report may
secure Congressional support more easily in the years ahead. The portents are
clearly audible in the September 19, 1972, report of the Committee on Foreign
Relations of the U.S. Senate:

The outlook for the military assistance program over the following five
years is murky at best. Based on a straight-line projection of the military
levels recommended, not including military aid for South Vietnam and Laos
beginning in FY 1974, the costs for FY 1974-78 will total $7,250,000,000. The
Department of State has projected costs of foreign military aid, credit sales,
and supporting assistance for the period FY 1974-78 within a range from
$8,384,000,000 to $12,096,000,000, also excluding military aid to Laos and
Sfcgl[l)tthietnam which are now funded out. of the budget for the Department
of Defense.

THE TERMS OF U.S. ARMS TRANSFERS

Grants

Military assistance grants go, with the exception of small amounts allocated to
Austria, Portugal, and Spain, to Third World countries. In FY 1971 $525 million
went to countries in the East Asia and Pacific region, $161 million to countries in
the Near East and South Asia region, $18 million to Africa, and $15 million to Latin
America. For FY 1972 the estimated figures were $372 million for East Asia and
Pacific, $110 million for Near East and South Asia, $12 million for Africa, and $15
million for Latin America. For FY 1973 the Executive Branch proposed figures
closer to those of FY 1971, whereas Congress supported amounts closer to those for
FY 1972. Security-supporting assistance, administered by AID, goes as a rule to
countries which receive military assistance either through MAP grants, foreign
military sales, or service funding. It is therefore also almost exclusively directed
toward Third World countries. In FY 1971 the actual supporting assistance
amounted to $573 million; for FY 1972 the estimated supporting assistance was
about $583 million; and for FY 1973 the Executive Branch requested $874 million,
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but Congress was not willing to authorize larger amounts than in the preceding two
years.

Grant aid has the paradoxical characteristic of being the least popular form of
aid domestically and the most in demand among arms clients. It buys relatively little
new equipment, and what it does provide is often drawn from “excess” U.S. stocks.
Nearly two-thirds of all grant military aid goes for operating costs and training.

Since the equipment provided by grant aid is not always selected on the basis
of a careful analysis of the recipient’s most pressing defense requirements and may
merely reflect availability, the operating and maintenance costs to the recipient are
driven up. In time, more grants or local funds may be required to cover costs
engendered by the poor initial selection of equipment.

A country receiving grants can often escape the obligation of looking carefully
at the costs and benefits of alternative defense postures. The short-sighted view that
whatever the donor provides should be accepted tends to prevail. Hidden costs are
rarely seen.

Under pressure from Congress, grants are likely to diminish as a part of U.S.
arms-transfer policies and may eventually be eliminated entirely. Nixon Doctrine
guidelines for military assistance would seem to support that trend in order to
promote self-reliance and to avoid the awkward relationship created when one
country receives gratuities from another. Even grant aid for training will need to
be revised, since it is intended at present to promote compatibility between U.S.
doctrines and indigenous force structures. As U.S. doctrines are not always relevant
to the defense problems of Third World countries, training should also emphasize
the experiences of other military establishments, as exemplified in Sec. II.

Credits

Credits provided to Third World countries for the purchase of U.S. arms tend
to obscure the real costs to the U.S. Treasury. The recent trend was toward charging
commercial rates of interest and requiring repayment within ten years.”” Sales on
those terms have hidden costs only if the purchase price of the equipment is signifi-
cantly discounted. Despite the trend toward hard terms in the granting of credits
for arms purchases, significant exceptions still occur, often in the largest transac-
tions. For example, providing $500 million worth of credits to Israel, with repayment
scheduled over 20 years at 3-percent interest, is a disguised way of making a substan-
tial grant to that country. Such hidden costs to the United States are rarely made
clear to the public or even to Congress, where some of the credits are routinely voted
by overwhelming majorities.

For the poor countries of the world, large credit sales can rapidly produce a
heavy burden of debt. Their export earnings are often largely consumed by servicing
the external debt. Third World countries may be unable to meet the payments, and
defaulting may become a common practice in the decades ahead. Political strains

77 This, of course, placed the United States at a disadvantage compared with the Soviets, who offer
equipment at heavily discounted prices on very easy credit terms. Europeans have also offered arms at
concessionary credit rates. The Foreign Assistance Act of 1972 lengthened the time (from 10 to 20 years)
for which credit may be extended to foreign countries for the purchase of military supplies and equip-
ment.
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will predictably follow from quarrels over debt repayment. Credits, like grants, can
have unforeseen costs for both the recipient and the donor. Debt servicing, the risk
of defaulting on payments, the tendency to buy inappropriate equipment if soft
terms are offered, all have long-term implications that tend to inhibit the movement
toward self-reliance that the Nixon Doctrine is intended to encourage.

In FY 1971, under the Foreign Military Sales Act, credit sales to Third World
countries amounted to $743 million, and in FY 1972 the estimated amount of FMS _
credit sales was $550 million. For FY 1973 the Executive Branch proposed a program
of $629 million credit sales, of which $527 million involved direct credit extended
by the U.S. Government and the balance of $102 million would be credit extended
by private banking institutions, backed by U.S. Government guaranty. Congress
wanted, in this instance also, to limit authorizations and set the credit ceiling at the
level of FY 1972 transactions.

Cash Sales

At present only a fraction of foreign military cash sales go to the less-developed
countries. In FY 1972 the total amount was $238 million, compared with $2,023
million to developed countries. For FY 1973 the Executive Branch estimated that
the respective amounts would be $336 million for the less-developed nations and
$1,845 million for the developed nations.

Instituting a policy emphasizing the cash sale of arms for hard currency at
nondiscounted prices—at least for.sophisticated weapons—would oblige Third
World countries to assess their defense needs more carefully. All but the compara-
tively rich countries would probably avoid buying sophisticated, heavy weapons. As
has already happened in Latin America, many might, of course, turn to suppliers
other than the United States.

If the arms-transfer principles implicit in the Nixon Doctrine are accepted, and
relatively inexpensive, easily maintained equipment is stressed in security-assist-
ance programs, most countries, relieved of heavy operating and maintenance costs,
would be able to afford much of the equipment they require. American private
industry should be encouraged to take the lead in tailoring weapons for Third World
environments. The United States would still have an interest in monitoring these
commercial transactions for political sensitivity and for their compatibility with the
Nixon Doctrine, but the sale of unsophisticated equipment should be less controver-
sial since it requires no Congressional action.

THE NEED FOR “INTERMEDIATE MILITARY TECHNOLOGIES”

If the primary objective of U.S. arms-transfer policies to Third World countries
becomes that of promoting their self-reliance through the adoption of doctrines,
strategies, and equipment appropriate to the most likely threats facing them and
their capabilities, several changes in current practices may be desirable. As argued
before, U.S. equipment, since it tends to be heavy and expensive, may not always
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be advisable for Third World countries. Either the United States will need to pro-
duce significantly different equipment, or it may have to countenance the occasional
purchase by some of its traditional arms clients of French, German, or Swedish
materiel, especially if the third option seems to be a turn to the Soviets for arms.
Some U.S. credits and grants may even have to be used to purchase non-U.S. equip-
ment, despite the obvious economic and political difficulties involved, unless, as part
of the Nixon Doctrine, the United States undertakes a vigorous new R&D program
to adapt previously developed equipment for the specific requirements of Third
World countries and possibly even to develop new families of weapons especially for
them.

After twenty years of concern with the economic development of the Third
World, experts are becoming increasingly aware of the value of labor-intensive
“intermediate technologies” suited to the agricultural, manufacturing, and distribu-
tion needs of countries in the early stages of industrialization. Avoiding the produc-
tion processes associated with the latest Western methods, “intermediate technolo-
gies” seek simpler production processes that are more appropriate to the capital,
labor, and managerial endowments of less-developed countries. Such technologies
are meant to enhance productive capacity without the use of capital-intensive equip-
ment.

Similarly, “intermediate military technologies” in support of restructured mili-
tary practices should be developed by the United States for friendly countries in the
Third World. Labor-intensive rather than capital-intensive military technologies
would complement military doctrines stressing territorial and barrier defenses.
Implementing them may require not just selection from the existing American
inventory of arms and other materiel to fit the needs of foreign military establish-
ments, but a global search for suitable equipment. Should nothing adequate seem
to be available, an effort should be made to design new equipment tailored to the
needs of the recipient country and, whenever possible, suited for its indigenous
production. That would involve, contrary to the trend of the past two decades, less
reliance on the latest developments in the “state of the art” and more concern for
achieving results by relatively simple and cheap methods, using whenever possible
the results of previous American and foreign R&D.

Rather than remaining dependent upon outside sources for their arms, more
and more Third World countries should be able to produce, assemble, or repair
equipment within their own country, under foreign licenses. That would be particu-
larly feasible for the type of equipment that is appropriate to self-reliant military
establishments. Argentina and Brazil already produce light weapons and armored
personnel carriers and are assembling foreign tanks and military jet aircraft, in part
with domestically produced components. India also has a substantial productive
capacity for its defense establishment.

U.S. policy, which has already begun to move in that direction, should encour-
age more of such programs in Third World countries, which would also benefit their
economic development. Greater scope may also exist for regional production and
servicing facilities to gain economies of scale and to foster more technical and
economic cooperation between countries with related security interests.
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CONTINGENCY PLANNING

To prepare for crises in Third World countries, the United States must of course
complement its regular aid programs with contingency planning to augment the
defense potential of its friends in a crisis. Such planning should also seek to antici-
pate possible reversals of alignment, in which former Soviet clients might turn to
the United States for help.

Crisis assistance has the advantage for the United States of keeping control
over arms prior to their use; it provides a visible and dramatic sign of U.S. intentions
and commitments; and, if well-designed, it can rapidly increase defense potential
without obliging the recipient country to maintain equipment before it is used. The
United States should increase its capacity to deliver to friendly governments, on
short notice, equipment that is easily distributed, cost-effective, and available in
significant numbers. That may mean standard equipment such as M-16 rifles, mor-
tars, hand grenades, or antitank weapons. Or it may suggest the need for sophis-
ticated and expensive equipment such as the Redeye missile, antitank guided mis-
siles, and “smart” bombs, which can be quickly distributed to forces trained to use
them and can rapidly boost defense capabilities. The recent crises that resulted in
a rapid increase in U.S. military assistance to Jordan and Cambodia should be
examined for lessons applicable to future emergencies.

The possibility that some Third World countries might break with their Soviet
arms suppliers is of more than academic interest. Indonesia and Ghana dramatically
shifted their foreign-policy orientations in the mid-1960s. Cambodia did likewise in
1970, and the Sudan followed suit, to a lesser degree, in 1971. In mid-1972, Egypt
expelled Soviet military personnel. In a multipolar world, such switching is likely
to become more frequent. If a country shows a desire to reduce its dependence on
the Soviets (or Chinese), that is likely to be a very favorable development for the
United States. What could be done in the military sphere to prevent Soviet (or
Chinese) pressure on the breakaway state and allow the development of self-reliance
and independence? Some form of military assistance, perhaps only on a modest
scale, such as Ceylon now receives, might be enough to tip the balance in favor of
self-reliance. In view of the likely frequency of these cases, the United States should
be planning for them.

TRAINING: OUR OFFICERS AND THEIRS

U.S. policies for dealing with the complex problems of foreign countries and
their military establishments have been formulated, designed, and implemented by
generalists who have rarely had the opportunity to become thoroughly familiar with
the specialized problems they have had to handle. Errors of judgment resulting from
ignorance of “the facts about the facts” frequently went undetected, either because
the crises that would have tested plans and preparations did not materialize, or
because the abundance of American resources deployed yielded (though at excessive
cost) results that, in the absence of valid alternatives for comparison, appeared
satisfactory.

Lacking previous experience with the management of world affairs and of inter-
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national crises of global import, the United States after World War II adopted a few
general-purpose formulas that were made to work. They involved the use of over-
whelming military and economic superiority, based on technological resources that
surpassed those of any other country, to achieve general goals that were considered
in the interest of the United States. Experience and disappointments in ensuing
years have made it increasingly evident that the complexity of the world, with its
many cultures, historical traditions, interests, and values, requires a much more _
sophisticated and specific approach to each problem. There is no single formula or
doctrine applicable across the board.

American military service schools and the Defense Department’s selection proc-
ess for assignments and promotions have produced personnel who can perform well
within the American military establishment. But the assimilation of American
doctrines and procedures does not necessarily qualify one to understand foreign
military establishments, with different doctrines, traditions, and resources. For that
purpose, special training is required.

The training and employment of specialists in international security work is a
challenge that has not yet been fully met by the Department of Defense. Only a
small fraction of American military officers and specialists have been trained for
close cooperation with foreign counterparts. In many instances, those who have
dedicated themselves to such assignments have paid a heavy price in career terms
by reducing their chances for advancement to the top positions in their services. If
the future role of the United States in international security affairs involves a
change from leadership to partnership, the deficiency in developing, nurturing, and
supporting adequate manpower for the new tasks will have to receive attention
equal to that currently given to the retention and enhancement of American techno-
logical superiority.

Whether the challenge of developing adequate manpower for the management
of Third World security assistance can best be met by existing institutions within
the military establishment or will require new service schools and special training
assignments overseas is an organizational question that cannot be easily answered.
But just as tailored defense postures and military aid programs are required, spe-
cially tailored training is also needed. The need is urgent if the Nixon Doctrine and
the national-security strategy of realistic deterrence are to be put fully into opera-
tion. Only rarely has the U.S. Government tried to understand foreign military
establishments as unique entities that have evolved from a specific environment and
have adapted to particular challenges with varying degrees of success. Too little
attention has been paid to their individual doctrines, traditions, experience, and
management and combat practices. Consequently, we have been unable to design
military-assistance programs that truly enhance the effectiveness of those military
establishments, either for their own purposes or as our partners.

We have assessed their needs and potential not with a view to their optimal
adaptation to their specific environment but from American criteria, based on our
own doctrines, resources, and experience. In the process, we have not used our
resources most cost-effectively and have failed to get full return on our expenditures.

While it is obviously impossible to provide specialists to anticipate all possible
contingencies in the Third World, the U.S. military establishment of 2.4 million men
and women could well include a corps of experts, each with deep knowledge of a
particular Third World country, prepared to serve as advisers or liaison officers to
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specific foreign military establishments. Such specialists should receive extensive
and repeated training in the particular country, involving not only linguistic and
political-economic background (as in the past), but also thorough familiarity with
that country’s military establishment. Future cooperation between U.S. combat
forces and those of allied and friendly countries in the event of theater or subtheater
conventional warfare would be facilitated by the training of American specialists for
advisory or liaison roles now.

Correspondingly, training officers from friendly countries with U.S. combat or
support units would enable the former to perform liaison functions in case of future
need, instead of their having to learn “on the job,” as in South Vietnam. Foreign
military personnel should therefore continue to receive training in American serv-
ice schools.

The experience of the 1950s and 1960s suggests that the psychological and
political benefits from the training of foreign officers in U.S. service schools have
been great. Many, perhaps most, foreign military officers invited to American serv-
ice schools have returned to their countries with warm and friendly feelings toward
the American people and have acquired “old school ties” with some American
counterparts. Because in the Third World the military play an important political
role in addition to their national-security task, such relations are valuable to the
United States.

But as for enhancing the defense potentials of Third World countries, the re-
sults of such training programs for foreign military officers have been at best am-
biguous. Exposure to American training has increased their professionalism and
contributed to the modernization of their defense forces. As a by-product, it has also
made many military officers in the Third World the driving force in their nation’s
quest for progress. In some Third World countries, the military are becoming prag-
matic, goal-oriented technocrats, reshaping their country’s governing procedures.
But American training may also have led some to demand weapon systems and force
postures that meet U.S. standards but are not necessarily best suited to the re-
sources of their countries.

Considered in light of the Nixon Doctrine, those effects are a mixed blessing. In
the long run, the military, acting as forces for progress in their countries, are likely
to have a beneficial impact on the modernization of the Third World. In the shorter
run, their enthusiasm for modernization may cause them to press for the acquisition
of expensive, technologically advanced, sophisticated weapon systems, which their
countries may not need and cannot really afford. The immediate result—in the
1970s—might be (1) a decrease in the self-reliance that the United States now seeks
to encourage and (2) a drain on national budgets that can ill afford simultaneous
expenditures for economic development and for capital-intensive defense forces.
Therefore, unless they are men of exceptional good judgment and wisdom, the most
radical modernizers in the defense establishments of Third World countries are
likely to be the cause of an initial decline in self-reliance, rather than the builders
of a national defense potential well adjusted to the present resources of their country
and to realistic expectations about military assistance.

One is led to the conclusion that U.S. military service schools should continue
to welcome officers from friendly countries, but that the training they receive should
not be limited to prevailing American military doctrines. In particular, their train-
ing should enhance their desire for self-reliance while also preparing them to be—
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in case of future need—the indigenous link with the U.S. combat forces that might
be sent to help them defend their country. If “symbiosis” is to succeed, the require-
ment that some U.S. military officers should acquire deep knowledge of the military
culture of specific foreign defense forces should be balanced by a requirement that
foreign military officers acquire an understanding of American military culture.

In practice, this suggests that in U.S. military service schools the lessons
learned in Vietnam about close combat cooperation between American and Viet-
namese armed forces should be studied critically—both by U.S. officers who may
later be called to provide the links with other foreign military establishments, and
by foreign officers who might be assigned as the counterparts of American personnel
coming to help them. Both United States and foreign officers will need a new kind
of training to function well in the complex security environment of the Third World
of the 1970s. Steps should be taken to introduce into training programs the notion
that one can choose from a variety of doctrines and tactics, none of which is optimal
under all circumstances, as well as concern for the human dimensions of security
cooperation between the United States and its Third World friends.

Because of the critical value of resources in Third World countries, especially
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